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William F. Caton, Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.; Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

/

Re: -"CC Docket No. 95-185 //
CC Docket No. 96~
Notification o~ Parte Presentation

Dear Mr. Caton:

On June 18, 1996, undersigned counsel and Dennis Mike
Doyle of Arch Co_unications Group, Inc. ("Arch"),
accompanied by Kathleen Abernathy and Brian Kidney of
AirTouch Communications, met with Michelle Farquhar and
staff to discuss matters relating to the above referenced
dockets pertaining to interconnection and compensation for
call termination for wireless service providers.

The positions advocated by Arch were consistent with
the positions taken by Arch in its Comments and Reply
Comments filed with reference to these proceedings. During
the course of the meeting, Arch emphasized the need for
regulation of LEC-CMRS interconnection by the FCC and that
narrowband wireless service providers continue to be
SUbjected to unreasonable rates and discrimination in the
negotiation of interconnection agreements.

At the Commission's request, Arch hereby provides a
summary of the examples of unreasonable rates and
discrimination to which narrowband wireless service
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providers are subject,Y the Decision of the Department of
Public utility Control of the State of Connecticut in Docket
No. 95-04-04 which denies wireless carriers compensation for
call termination, and copies of letters sent and received by
Arch demonstrating that the abuses discussed above continue
to exist.

As the above described meeting was completed late in
the afternoon, counsel was unable to file this letter
yesterday. To the extent the Commission deems necessary,
counsel requests waiver of section 1.1206(a) (2) of the
Commission's Rules requiring same-day submission of the
instant letter.

Pursuant to section 1.1206(a) (2) of the Commission's
Rules, one copy of this letter is being submitted herewith.
A copy of this letter also is being simultaneously delivered
to the above-mentioned Commission staff persons.

Very truly yours,

/} / :;, / ,/~I
! /.' '7-. '/ '/ j/ f r

( . // (0' _ .... ,/ r "/(. --{ -et {,L, l{
Chris·tine .M. cr~we "~I

for PAUL, HASTINGS, JANOFSKY & WALKER

Enclosures

1/ These examples have been culled from Arch's Comments
filed in CC Docket No. 95-185.
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The following excerpts have been compiled from Comments
filed by Arch Communications Group, Inc. ("Arch") on March
4, 1996 with respect- to CC Docket No. 95-185. The examples
demonstrate that narrowband wireless service providers have
been SUbject to unreasonable and unjustified pricing and
discrimination in the negotiation of interconnection
agreements.

In Connecticut, SNET charges Arch a monthly charge for
facilities, reflected in SNET's General Subscriber Tariff
for private line services, RlYa a traffic usage charge of
$0.0129 ("Type 1 Land-to-Mobile") per minute for the same
facility. SNET's Type 1 interconnection facility pricing
scheme costs Arch an additional estimated $155 per month per
trunk, and provides the LEC with full cost recovery RlY§
contribution for the dedicated facility that connects Arch's
paging terminal to SNET's.serving wire center ("SWC"). SNET
also collects applicable call charges (local and toll) from
its customers calling paging telephone numbers provisioned
on Arch's Type 1 facilities. SNET's "add on usage charge"
is not unique within the LEC industry. Another major LEC
assesses Arch a similar usage charge called a "Switched
Termination Charge for Interconnection," in addition to
monthly recurring charges that apply to dedicated facilities
connecting Arch's paging terminals to the LEC's end offices
or tandems. Arch is not at liberty to disclose the specific
terms of these agreements due to a Confidentiality and
PUblicity clause within its Interconnection Agreement.
(Comments at para. 10).

Further, some LECs increase the costs associated with
interconnection by assessing recurring monthly charges for
the use of telephone numbers, notwithstanding their lack of
ownership of those numbers. Y Charges for telephone numbers
also vary among interconnection arrangements. Whereas NYNEX
assesses no monthly recurring charges for numbers used with
Type 1 or DID interconnection services in the State of New

1/ The FCC Policy Statement on Interconnection of cellular
Systems, Memorandum Qpinion and Order, FCC 86-85,
Appendix B, para. 4 stated in part: "Telephone
companies administer the assignment of NXX codes and
telephone numbers under the North American Numbering
Plan ... they do not "own" codes or numbers ...
Accordingly, telephone companies may not impose
recurring charges solely for the use of numbers."



York,V SNET charges $52 per block of 100 numbers in the
state of Connecticut.~ In North Carolina,~ BellSouth
charqes CMRS providers $0.50 per block of 100 numbers,~
sprint Mid-Atlantic Telecommunications charges paqing
carriers $24.00 per block of 100 nUmbers,~ and one small
LEC, until it eliminated the recurring monthly charges for
numbers after recent negotiations, charged Arch $1.09 per
telephone number .1/ (Comments at para. 11).

In North carolina, Sprint/Carolina Telephone ("S/CT")
charges paging companies $24.00 per month for 100 telephone
numbers, which is 34 times more than the $7.00 per month for
1000 numbers S/CT charges to cellular carriers. This
disparate treatment has been ongoing since at least 1990 and
may have cost the paging carriers of North Carolina hundreds
of thousands of dollars more than they would have paid at
the rate S/CT charges cellular carriers. The wireless
service providers of eastern North Carolina have been
attempting to renegotiate the terms and conditions of their
interconnection agreements with S/CT's parent company for
over nine months. S/CT and its parent company are holding
paging companies hostage to this unjust rate while the terms
and conditions of a more comprehensive LEC-CMRS
interconnection agreement are negotiated. (Comments at para.
43) .

~I New York Telephone Company, P.S.C. No. 900 -- Telephone.

~I The Southern New England Telephone Company Wireless
Interconnection Tariff.

~I The Arch Company operating in North Carolina is Arch
Southeast Communications, Inc., d.b.a. Page South ­
Carolinas.

21 BellSouth's North Carolina Connection and Traffic
Interchange Agreement ("NCCTIA").

~/ Connection and Traffic Interchange Agreement between
Carolina Telephone and Telegraph Company and Arch
Southeast communications, Inc. d/b/a Page South. Arch
was able to negotiate a lower charge SUbsequent to the
filing of its Comments in CC Docket No. 95-185.

21 Connection and Traffic Interchange Agreement between
North State Telephone Company and Arch Southeast
Communications, Inc.



Further, LECs historically have imposed certain charges on
NCMRS licensees for interconnection for which neither cost
support data nor an adequate explanation of the charges's
relationship to the LEe's costs has been provided. One
example of such charges is the Control Access Register.~1
Another example of discrimination includes NYNEX's
arrangement pursuant to which it pays cellular carriers for
call termination but does not pay paging companies for that
same service.~ (Comments at para. 44).

at BellSouth assesses Arch and other wireless service
providers a recurring charge of between $5.00 and
$10.00 per trunk for its "Control Access Register
Package." The charge is levied against Type 1, Type
2A, Type 2B, Mobile Service Provider ("Mspn) Trunks and
MSP Lines when provisioned on a OSI service. A
suitable definition of this charge does not appear in
BellSouth's tariffs filed in the states of Alabama,
Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, South carolina,
Louisiana and Tennessee or in BellSouth's
interconnection agreement in North Carolina. Moreover,
Arch has been unable to obtain from BellSouth
appropriate cost data justifying this charge or
explaining why this element is priced so
inconsistently. The charge varies from state to state
(LA - $0.00; GA - $5.00; NC - $6.00; AL - $6.57; MS and
SC - $7.50; and TN and KY - $10.00) and does not even
appear in BellSouth's Florida tariff. Arch doubts that
BellSouth's CAR package charge can be related to
similar charges in LEC interstate or intrastate access
tariffs.

9/ New York Telephone Company, P.S.C. No. 900 -­
Telephone. NYNEX subsequently extended this treatment
to two-way mobile service providers in the New England
area, but has continued to refuse it to paging
companies.



ARCH COMM. GROUP INC. TEL:15088980962
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•
WI. S. Hattpn
OTE I'

PLTCOO09·
P.O. Box Ito
Tampa, PL ~360l.0,]10

,
DelrSandy:

Jun 18'96 12:45 No.012 P.02

,

ThInk you b endiftl me copies of the proposed interconnection aareements between
OTE and USA Mobile in~a and hio. As we discussed. I have some concerns and
questions ~rdlng those I\CrCCmcnts.

First. the ''Tandem Connection ChaI1Ctl should be eliminated. ft is on inappropriate and
dilCriminatol)' charge. "cae explain t e COlt justincation for this charge Dnd why
pI,ing carriers and not cellular carricrs re uscsscd this charge.,

Second, P~IC provide additiONl Inll tion regnrdi"l Dedicated. Diltributect nnd
Honored NXX codes. no AL and OM nlcrconnection AJreements have inconsistent
definItion. b'these tern'tI. AIIo. pleas identify, ifpo_ible. tbe Dothan, AL and
Portsmouth~ Oli LATAbou..-rics and he relnted OTFJLEC service areD$ and
tandcm/end;office serving arranaements

,
I

Third, the CO code activation timc·fmm identified in both Agreements do not conform
with cUJTeni NXX cod~ aetivntlon inter Is (see Cent""l Office Code - NXX· Assignment
OuideJ.lnes);

Fourth. the tnterconnectJon Apeemenl r Dothan, AL doa not reference Wide Area
Paling Amingcmcnts (WAP). Is a WA nrranpment 8 rewrte billing arrangement Dnd
what interconnection 1ftcliltics support t is service (i.e.• Type 1and or Type 2A,
Dedicated NXX. Diitributed NXX, Hon red NXX)?

I

I
~.... eo......ctk'Rtiun. Oro'." ltw.• I fIOO \\IlItIl I'Mrk 1lrIYe. tlllllU :tal. \VCllUM.......'. I\IIIKIlI~lIl1tCl1l1 () IrtUl. M1*IC,ulKl8-fIlNI.(I)lI2. 'A': mHWIUfI.1 !l:i:'I .

R-9t· 15088980962 06-18-96 11:55AM P002 #20
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ARCH COMM. GROUP INC. TEL:15088980962
I

I,
I

]un 18'96 12:45 No.012 P.03

GTE..AaJaCo~t. (}roup nco (i.e., ~...,a.tecl it's acquisition of
USA Mobile OIl~....7, 1995), ba cxpNIMCI sipiflCIMly differeDt opinions
l"diRa tile temuI~ COIIIItIonI that s d or should .... apply relative to
lIttIn:ormeciIOII .,...",. 1MtI/ Aciran, ell"",,' tmtI o-h"dtJIMtJbI/~Radio
.n'cehtn,.,s (CC~ No. 9'·1 '). n.e dJ...wiD eventually be
.-MeI ettherln aeconIIftee with a dec tion in this DoCket or via provisions of the
TeIeaotnmUldcatton's Act of 1996, how cr, USA MoWle bas immediate interconnection
needtlnd can not afford to wait until thcJiC fundamentals cfttrenmces get resolved.

J look fonvard to your response so that Jc may move fol"Wll'd with the USA Mobile
• I

Requests. I

" Sincerely, :

/2kZ:
/~~

co: M. Curd
P. H. Ktttia

: . ~.

15088980962 06-18-96 11:55AM P003 #20



RRCH COMM. GROUP INC. TEL:15088980962
i

May 20, 199~
I

,,

Mr. Jo. P. $ullivan
DiIectorofS.s, Wireless Interconnection Services
NYNEX :
m Bloom'",1e lload
WIlke PllinsJ NY 10605

~"'un 18'96 12:49 No.012 p.~l

!

Dear Mr. Sullivan:
I

Thank you r~ your May 9. 19P6letter a~Sjns Arch CQlllRlllicationl about NYNEX's
offer ofreciprocal~ to Wi IS Service PmvWers. Aleh i. concerned.
ho~r. thof NYNEX's .....1am lCft1ca1S appeet to exclude PIling and
Narrowband ~ersonal Contnrications icc (NPCS) providers from participating in
these agreements. Would you p,lease cln try NYNEX's intention in this metter.

TheseA~tBt os CUl'lWDtIy struct discriminate apinst Nina companies wbo
compete with eeJiuJor~ SMR and pes viders and violate Section 251 ofthe
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (ACT) Unless NYNBX IIIICnds such Aarccments to
include comPemble compllllltion amng nts for Pa,ina and NPCS providers, Arch
will oppose ~ion of tile Aa-ments der Section 252 ofthe ACT.

I

I would RpprDCiate an actnrMcdlment:\ d fCS))OnJe to this letter prior to May 31, J996.
Should you have any qUCltlons, In the in erim, please cftll me ot S08·870-6600 or Mike
Doyle at 50&--870-6612.

?"~~/
(J ~~\

. Paul H. Ku~a
Vice Presido~t, Engineerinc &\ Regulalo Affairs

I

.;.._ ....(4".~,,...._.... ""'''-"-" \\.."".....~,.......i.-~ OIIMl......_. _ """ _ ... ,"'"
0_o, 1~nRRq80962 06-18-9n 11:55AM POll #20
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ARCH COMM. GROUP INC. TEL:15088980962
nl'~ i

222 It "oad. \VItlle Plaint. NY 10505
Tel,.. 47H i
PM"~"1 0P02 :

.JtIIt .
DlnMrot :
WiNIIIIlDt~on Ier¥ioeI

I

i
i

Mr. PIUI H.Kuma i

ViGlP..............." "'to~ Afl'airs
ArchCo~onaQroup. lac. :
1100 WillI_Drive, Suite 350· .
VV..tboroulh,~ 0lsa1

I,
Dear Mr. Kuzi.,

t

]un 18'96 12:49 No.012 P.12

nank you tor your IlttIrcllted May 20, 1996~ Arch Cornmufticatlon's view
ofi'eciprocat comp••'"u adcIl'IIMd n theT~1onsAct of 1996. Per
yourrequel~ I am writfnl to oIarlfY 's position in this matter.

III tovr letter you ..Iert•••, !ion wi h respect to~ 0MCllecl Section 251 for
NYNEX to provide r...... .on for LBC CIlIa....... to paM_
NlITOWbancf Personal COIN oadODl ervice proYidell. AI you D.y know. the pce
is apeciftoal~ coMiderina Socti n 251 ....1. to UIC~n with
aon-voice and one-way wi,.. services in its active prooee4lnp in Doclcet Nos. 95­
18S and 96-P8.

I

With all rCiPect tor your poIIIion that S tion 2S 1.". to IUCh ..nea, VIe take a
different view. Simply _ed, the LEC lion for reciprocal .....lon uacIer
Section is oWed to i cwri 8 for eKe".-vIce _ =-DaO aoceas.
and one-way narrowblnd _ by nition do not provide euat...with the
fCintercommumcI'" HrMe" that il int. to exdanae .woo uacIer the Act
(SectIOn 3(47)). See. DodIIt 96-98, Conncnt. p.23, NYNEXhply
Comments p.12; sec. aIIo Arch Comme p.16 (Arch dotI not proYicIe -maae
anca). ~ another WlY. the private . wband netWOrk i. not part of'the 'Cnetwork
ofnetworks; that enIbtes.. caHins wi me (or two-way....) customer to
intercommunicate directly willi tho • customer, a. I undwttlDd molt -ifnot aU--
narrowband'networks are d..... toda . Inst., the c.-. CUltomer is terminated to
the narrowband provider, IIId a new and separate call is ..... by that provider over
itl own private netWOrk to itl private cu tomer. To inteA:oan.aaleate. this private
cultOmer mUst subsequently IOCII8 • sta ion on the wholly cItPCrcnt. public network (of
networks).~XReply Comments p .24-2S. Docket 9'-18S.

AeeOrdingly~ it II ourvi~ tM.t NYNEX is not obIipted to oftW Noh Comr,nunications
Group, Inc. any 'arcementl tbr reciproc compensation tor these services.

, .' I

1:)_C o~ 15088980962 06-18-96 11:55AM P012 ~20



AR[H COMM.'GROUP INC. TEL: 150889809r Jun 18'96 12:50 No.012 P.13

,
Please be••rcd that we ar-dY value ~l' business and appreciate this opportaJdty to
explain cur ViewPoint nptdina tills mauer.

If I .... be ~further ......... pleMeJo.- .... at 914-644-4796 or S_ RichInII,
)'OUrWi"'" Account M..- at 617..~42-o323 regarding any questions you may
have reprd(JI1 the above infbrmttlon. ! .

! I

Sincerely. j

CLLP..~16p,-Sullivan .
Director ofSeat Wirelesa Iftterconnect on Services

oc: Susan1\iclwds
Don~

:
,
:, .

I·
I

·1



ARCH COMM. GROUP INC. TEL:15088980962
NYNU . ,
222 ....iqdaJe Road: While PI"ina. NY 10605
Tel 'M~4194
""146810102
VoiCllIQai1l 800 .7202$1 CAl 4796...,......... '
Dlreclor Of sal:J, WirclOl5 Illlercoll*Uon Servit.'C5

. I

Jun 18'96 12:50 No.012 P.l~

!

I
I

.: I
Dew Mr. Doyte: I

III OUt ~.....l.. eIIbtt to G I I I'll.... mJ,.,.~ ,.., j,-a-t .. ,.... to anftClUDCO the follow.
,....""!fbr.. 1'1 11 _ •• To "Dow 1ft to da~" York ancI New
' .......... Ja iIe, ~ .... a ~lFtl.I ..."of.-
OU".II d I~"'''' ~~tw die eo whIDh wiJl"PPlY to YOUt compIDy
....~ tI. required 1oa to me at y t earllNt 0CIm .

i '........
I

AI 01'" 1. 1996 ftIC...... as..... dOG wiD .... 10 III c.IIlaIw, PeS ... SM1t provl4len ia ME.
MA. NIl••, .wVT. 0IMen"",," fell' .1 intra ,..". ~ c6..~ OD Iho NYNI!X
MtWoIt. The'" 00Gf , ,. wiD by ..but wI' Type 2 ......... rldDl. Reciprocal
C < ., vel. Carrien to ....,.CUI"'''' If"ate iI of~ Now BnpM III a'11., tM requirements oudlald in
.._h..d", " "'" mel. cur-a retutDiaJ 0ClIIb'MtI JII'ior to lune J I 1996 will receive
~J~UiICldYo to M.y 1. 19H. .

! .

rtmYQII;
I

Oa 'A,..n 3. 1", MYMBX ftW • tiMe of clay t ,... YOlk. PJo~ a.. .. II'! rophltory
- ......~ *y 4, 1 PIC"TIrift'. '. time ofday prico diJoaunti
wU~ apply to .n Type 2 Gluse. chart below outIInM ...... perioch MIll applieabJe r.l.

J

fI.,,-ro 'lII.".m J1D!tIQ
I

':OOAM~
':OOJltr(..ll:'"
Jl:OCJIIM~

11 :OOPM...:OOAM

Monday-PridIty
M-.lay-Priclay
N....,··~
W«*_tpti PM1MOIIAM)

$.02S9
$.0184
'.0103
$.0103 .

'D _ n ':>/ 15088980962 06-18-96 11:55AM P014 #20



ARCH COMM. GROUP INC.

.~

TEL:15088980962

I

Jun 18'96

....... ..,. 11 , " fortt.wV 10 *-01.,.. .

.... USI. Mat..., •••"................ ,... CIloulI....... 01I............llof,.......... 10" .
I

. I
111- taYo me. 14)6M-4T9lS or yo8f AaOouml Mta.pr. .

I

I
.. -.....Jy.

, .,
I

,i
'1

~.

tc:.nQQa~nQF;,? 06-18-9·6 11: SSAM POlS l*20



.iij ••.·.~·~. __
ARCH COMM. GROUP INC. TEL:15088980962

April 25, J?96
I

Ms. IC.athle*m DlVids
~r telephol)e Company
180 South Clinton Avenue
R~ lily 14646-0004

!

Dear Ms. I>ravfds:

.7un 18'96

,

PI..accept this letter as Arch Comm ication OIOUp·B formal request to R.ochestcr
Telephone Compmy (R.TC) to disconti its policy of.....ns monthly recurring
cbaraes for the telepbone~ Arch uses to provjsion its ,.m. services. NYNEX,
in New Ymk, has adopted 1biI practice d no longer cheqes commercial mobile radio
scrvice proViders tor telephone numbers

The provisioD oftelepltone lUBbers is in1egmJ eomponeat o(jaterconDeCtion and
RTC's monjhly ct.Je ofS14.04 per 10 Dumbers is unjustiftably hipad places an
extreme ecd,nomic burden on the provisi Ding ofpagins 'lerVice. RTe's immediate
adoption ot a "no chqc· polky for tel phone numben1 would eenaiDly be appreciMed
by Arch and would be in keeping with t c spirit of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.

I

!

Please circulate this letter wf1bin your 0 anizatioll so that Arch may be notified by May
6, J996, of !RTC's position on this matt r.

I

Sincerely,

ec: P. H. K~a
,

Dtlvhlt

I
i. .

..Mt!It ('.....muttk........ DJoJ" IrK!.. 1800 ""-'~ f'lIrt Ddm. SUlle 35 . \\CNfhnIl1ucJl.M~b1 01501, !b/epIIOnc 5Q8.88fJ.M62, FAt f!00-6!ItJ· J95:1

,I I 15088980962 06-18-96 11: 55AM P009 ~20
R-9"'%
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ARCH COMM. GROUP INC. ,TEL:15088980962......_.._._.
1II CUlMft,....
ftM ,NewTon"..

I
I

<I.

:un 18'96 12:48 No.C~2 °.:0

May 22,1996

Mr.~ Mike Doyle
Arch ee-m\lftk:ati-. Group rporated
1800 w..Park IlriIe, SUite 35
Weat~h, Maeeachueette

;

.Dear Mike, .._..- ...

i'
I

Thank you for i"""'" about potIIIiWlky of......Dumber J'IU1le
~ ,t~ Telephone . IloJIned your letter of request
~ our ~lIltoryDeplrtmeat d :rt!lC!hed the ,...,.... that there i. no
plan to drop thoec ch...- for e groups of 100 Dumbers at this time.

. .•••••.. . I .. .. . ... ... •

I

Ifyou hate any quctJtioDa, p call me at 716-177..5859 or fax to me at
716-325~1406.

I

Sincerely,

·~e,4)~
Jfa1:hlcen B. Da'ride
lntraC pany 8errice Coordinator

!. ;

.!
1
t

. ·1···· "

I
I' , ' '~""" .- '1' _.,
I 15088980962 06-18-96 11:55AM POlO #20
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITY CONTROL -:-' ..
ONE CENTRAL PARK PLAZA .-----.

NEW BRITAIN, CT 06051

DOCKET NO. 95-04-04 DPUC INVESTIGATION INTO WIRELESS MUTUAL
COMPENSATION PLANS

September 22, 1995

By the following Commissioners:

Thomas M. Benedict
Reginald J. Smith
Jack R. Goldberg

DECISION



DECISION

l. INTRODUCTION

On July 1, 1994, Public Act 94-83. "An Act Implementing The Recommendations
Of The Telecommunications Task Force" (the Public Act or Act), became Connecticut
law. The Act is a broad strategic response to the changes facing the
telecommunications industry in Connecticut. The technological underpinnings, the
framework for a more participative, and ultimately more competitive,
telecommunications market, and the role of regulation envisioned by the legislature are
essential to the future realization and pUblic benefit of an "'nformation Superhighway" in
Connecticut.

At the core of the Public Act are the principles and goals articulated therein.
Section 2 (a) of the Act provides in pertinent part:

Due to the following: affordable, high quality telecommunications
services that meet the needs of individuals and businesses in the state
are necessary and vital to the welfare and development of our society; the
efficient provision of modern telecommunications services by multiple
providers will promote economic development in the state; expanded
employment opportunities for residents of the state in the provision of
telecommunications services benefit the society and economy of the
state; and advanced telecommunications services enhance the delivery of
services by public and not-for-profit institutions, it is, therefore, the goal of
the state to (1 ) ensure the universal availability and accessibility of high
quality, affordable telecommunications services to all residents and
businesses in the state, (2) promote the development of effective
competition as a means of providing customers with the widest possible
choice of services, (3) utilize forms of regulation commensurate with the
level of competition in the relevant telecommunications service market, (4)
facilitate the efficient development and deployment of an advanced
telecommunications infrastructure, including open networks with maximum
interoperability and interconnectivity, (5) encourage shared use of existing
facilities and cooperative development of new facilities where legally
possible, and technically and economically feasible, and (6) ensure that
providers of telecommunications services in the state provide high quality
customer service and high quality technical service.

Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-247a (a).

The central premise of the legislation is that broader· participation in the
Connecticut telecommunications market will be more beneficial to the public than will
broader regulation. It is significant, however, that the Act does not chart a detailed plan
for realization of its goals and compliance with its principles. Rather, the Act entrusts
the Department of Public Utility Control (Department) with the responsibility of
implementing both the letter and spirit of its important provisions; the Act thus endows
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the Department with broad powers and procedural latitude as it seeks to achieve the
legislative goals through the facilitation of the development of competition for all
telecommunications services.

In light of the Public Act, the Department's efforts must facilitate market
conditions and create regulatory conditions that will maximize the benefits of future
competition for the user public of Connecticut. As articulated by the Department's
Chairman, Reginald J. Smith, during the June 23, 1994 technical meeting in Docket No.
94-05-26, General Implementation of Public Act 94-83, the passage of Public Act 94-83
places the Department and the telecommunications industry at an unprecedented point
in Connecticut regulatory history with an opportunity to define a markedly different
future for Connecticut telecommunications. The Department, therefore, established a
framework for the implementation of Public Act 94-83 that would allow it the opportunity
to fully and publicly explore all the alternatives available to it under the terms and
conditions of the legislation and establish therefrom appropriate regulatory mechanisms
to effect the legislative intent that telecommunications services be regulated "in a
manner designed to foster competition and protect the public interest." The
implementation framework involves four phases: the initial conceptual infrastructure
phase. the competition phase, the alternative regulation phase and the holding
company affiliate phase.

The Conceptual Infrastructure Phase consisted of Docket No. 94-07-01, ~
Vision For Connecticut's Telecommynications Infrastructure, in which a Decision was
issued on November 1, 1994. The Department initiated that docket in recognition of the
fact that effective and efficient implementation of Public Act 94-83 required at the outset
an investigation of the state's telecommunications infrastructure which is the foundation
for the provision of all tefecommunications services. In its Decision, therefore, the
Department identified the attributes that will be required of any future infrastructure to
achieve the Act's goals, articulated intended Department initiatives to facilitate the
development of a future infrastructure that exhibits those identified attributes and
identified issues to be more fully explored in subsequent implementation dockets.

To begin the Competition Phase, in July of 1994, the Department initiated eight
highly focused, limited discovery dockets to address the issues raised by the
legislature's commitment to broader market participation in Connecticut: Docket No.
94-07-02, Development of the Assumptions. Tests. Analysis. and Review to Govern
Telecommunications Service Reclassifications in Light of the 8 Criteria Set Forth jn
Section 6 of Public Act 94-83; Docket No. 94-07-03, DPUC Review of Procedures
Regarding the Certification of Telecommynications Companies and of Procedures
Regarding Requests by Certified Telecommunications Companies to Expand Authority
Granted in Certificates of Public Convenience and NeceSSity; Docket No. 94-07-04,
DPUC Investigation into the Competitive Provisjon of Local Exchange Service in
Connecticut; Docket No. 94-07-05, DPUC Investigation jnto the Competitive provision
of Customer Owned Coin Operated Telephone Service in Connecticut; Docket No. 94­
07-06, DPUC Inyestigation into the Competitive provision of Alternatiye Operator
Service in Connecticut; Docket No. 94-07-07, DPUC Investigation of Local Service
Options. Including Basic Telecommunications Service Policy Issues and the Definition
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and Components of Basic Telecommunications Service; Docket No. 94-07-08, DPUC
Exploration of Universal Service Policy Issues; and Docket No. 94-07-09, DPUC
Exploration of the Lifeline program Policy Issues. Those proceedings have been
completed and Final Decisions issued.

The Competition Phase also consists of currently opened dockets regarding the
Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-247b mandate to unbundle "the noncompetitive and emerging
competitive functions of a telecommunications company's local telecommunications
network that are used to provide telecommunications services and which . . . are
reasonably capable of being tariffed and offered as separate services." Docket No. 94­
10-02, DPUC Investigation into the Unbundl.jng of the Southern New England
Telephone Company's Local Telecommunications Network (Final Decision issued on
September 22, 1995); Docket No. 94-11-03, DPUC Inyestigation into the Unbundling of
the New York Telephone Company's Local Telecommunications Network: and Docket
No. 94-11-06, DPUC Inyestigation into the Unbundling of the Woodbury Telephone
Company's Local Telecommunications Network (the latter two dockets are currently in
development stages).

At the request of the participants in the unbundling proceedings, the Department
initiated the instant docket to separately examine the issue of mutual compensation as
applied to wireless carriers. In agreeing to examine this issue separately from
discussions of wireline compensation, the Department did not suggest that it had
concluded that sufficient differences exist between wireless service providers and
wireline service providers to warrant fundamentally different compensation eligibility
requirements or methodologies. Instead, the Department conceded to the request for a
separate inquiry as a courtesy to the participants' interest in examining the associated
issues of each in a more expeditious manner than was possible with a combined
investigation.

In addition to the unbundling proceedings and the wireless compensation
investigation, the Competition Phase will include a companion investigation of selective
participative architecture issues that will impact the achievement of competition as
discussed by this Department in Docket No. 94-07-01 and which emerge in
consequence of the unbundling dockets. A docket for that investigation has been
opened, Docket No. 94-10-04, DPUC Investigation into participative Architecture
Issues. The Department will also sponsor an examination of quality of service
performance standards compelled by c~anges in provider responsibilities in a
participative market such as that envisioned by Public Act 94-83.

Critical to effective implementation of both the Competition Phase and the
Alternative Regulation Phase, which are being conducted concurrently, the Department
initiated individual investigations of each of the state's incumbent telephone companies'
(local exchange carriers (LECs)) costs of providing telecommunications services for the
expressed purpose of constructing a financial and procedural framework for use by the
Department in evaluating the unbundling and pricing initiatives to be later proposed by
those telephone companies: Docket No. 94-10-01, DPUC Investigation into The
Southern New England Telephone Company's Cost of providing Service (Final
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Decision issued on June 15, 1995); Docket No. 94-11-02, DrUC Investigation into the
New York Telephone Company's Cost of Providing Service; and Docket No. 94-11-05,
DPUC Investigation into the Woodbury Teleohone Company's Cost of Providing
Servjce (the latter two dockets. are currently ;n development stages). With similar intent,
the Department initiated individual companion dockets to review each local exchange
carrier's depreciation policies and practices: Docket No. 94-10-03, DPUC Investigation
into The Southern New England Telephone Com.pany's Intrastate Deprecjation Rates
(Draft Decision to be issued on or about September 26, 1995); Docket No. 94-11-04,
DPUe Investigation into The New York Telephone Company's Intrastate Depreciation
Rates; and Docket No. 94-11-07, DPUC Investigatjon into The Woodbury Telephone
Company's Intrastate Deoreciation Rates (the latter two dockets are currently in
development stages). In addition to their importance to this and other unbundling
proceedings, the detailed financial reviews are essential to full and fair examination of
the impact upon competition of any alternative regulatory framework or treatment of the
local exchange carrier community by this Department in the future. Findings,
conclusions and recommendations of·this Department developed in the context of these
proceedings will serve as a foundation in future proceedings wherein the Department
will consider specific requests filed by the incumbent telephone companies for
increased discretionary authority and proscribed regulatory participation in the
telecommunications services business. The Southern New England Telephone
Company has filed such a request for alternative regulation with this Department, which
request is currently under review and consideration in Docket No. 95-03-01, Application
of The SQuthern New England TelephQne Company for Financial Review and Proposed
framework for Alternative Regulation.

Finally, the Department has initiated Docket No. 94-10-05, DPue Investigation of
The Southern New England Telephone Company Affiliate Matters Associated with the
Implementation Qf public Act 94-83. In this proceeding the Department will examine the
financial, structural and operational impact of broader competition and of any increased
discretiQnary authQrity that may be provided SNET by the past and future actions of this
Department. Although the docket is currently Qpen, the Department has deferred active
investigation of holding company structure and affiliate relationships to a point closer to
the end Qf the implementation period, thereby permitting cQnstruction Qf a better set Qf
preliminary policies to guide the Department's investigation and to give the participants
a more definitive planning framework for the future.

Public Act 94-83 presents a significant challenge to a number of regulatory
principles that histQrically have guided Department decisiQns. Earlier statutory authQrity
specifically fQcused Qn maximizing public benefit of telephonic technology by
authorizing Qnly a single telecommunications service provider for any given market.
The Department, therefore, was able to direct the attention solely at regulating the
conduct of a single provider against a desired public standard of reasonably affordable
and readily available telephone service. Under prQvisions Qf Public Act 94-83, the
Department faces an unprecedented task of managing the introduction of broader
participation intQ a heretofore single-prQvider market without undUly risking the
availability, accessibility and affordabiJity of basic telecommunications services to all
Connecticut users. The Department intentiQnallydesigned the implementation process
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to chart an orderly transition to effective competition such that the full scope and scale
of benefits envisioned by the Connecticut legislature in enacting Public Act 94-83 may
be realized. The Department's implementation decisions to date have consistently
reflected its stated commitmeot to establishing a regulatory framework that affords fair
competition among incumbent providers and new competitors while protecting the
Connecticut public's interest in highly accessible, readily available and reasonably
affordable telecommunications services.

II. DOCKET SCOPE AND PROCEDURE

On March 31, 1995, pursuant to the Department's prior directives in Docket No.
94-10-02, Docket No. 94-10-04 and Docket No. 94-08-02, Application of the Southern
New England Telephone Company to Offer a Generic Wjrefess Interconnection Service,
the Southern New England Telephone Company (SNET), submitted a proposed mutual
compensation plan for wireline and wireless services for consideration by this
Department. SNET stated that its proposed mutual compensation plan for the wireless
carriers (hereafter referred to as WCP or the Plan) was developed in concert with the
proposed compensation plan for certified local exchange carriers (CLECs) introduced
separately in Docket No. 94-10-02. According to SNET, the WCP was designed to
establish a compensation plan that would provide for each network participant to be
compensated commensurate with any use by a provider to complete a local call on
another provider's network. Though the proposed Plan is similar in design to the
wireline compensation plan submitted by SNET in Docket No. 94-10-02, the WCP limits
eligibility for compensation to network providers that are licensed by the Federal
Communications Commission (FCC) under Parts 22 and 90 of the FCC's rules and that
operate a switching facility which exchanges both originating and terminating local
voice/data calls with SNET. WCP, p. 2. Of the interested participants in this
proceeding, only Bell Atlantic NYNEX Mobile, Litchfield Acquisition Corporation,
Springwich Cellular Limited Partnership and Nextel Communications, Inc. currently
meet the licensing qualification proposed in SNET's WCP.

At the April 5, 1995 Technical Meeting in Docket No. 94-10-02, pursuant to the
participants' request, the Department established the instant proceeding to further
investigate the need for, and constructs of, any mutual compensation plan for wireless
telecommunications services. As noted above, the compensation issue was separated
from Docket No. 94-10-02 at the participants' request, in order to afford full and fair
opportunity to examine the wireless mutual compensation issue and to avoid any
unnecessary delay in the investigation of the issues in Docket No. 94-10-02. Tr.4/5/95,
p. 219. Pursuant to Notice dated May 11, 1995, the Department announced its
intention to hold a public hearing on May 24, 1995, to consider fully the matter of mutual
compensation for wireless carriers. On May 15, 1995, parties and intervenors to the
instant docket submitted to the Department a Motion for Extension of Time and
Modification of the Hearing Schedule {Motion).1 The Motion requested among other

1 The Motion was submitted by the Southern New England Telephone Company, Bell Atlantic NYNEX
Mobile, Springwich Cellular L.P., Litchfield Acquisition Corporation and Nextel Communications, Inc.
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things that the pUblic hearing scheduled for May 24, 1995, focus solely on the eligibility
for mutual compensation of wireless paging services. Motion, p. 3.2 The Motion was
granted on May 24, 1995. Accordingly, after hearing which was continued without date,
the Department issued an In.terim Draft Decision on June 5, 1995. addressing the
limited issue of mutual compensation eligibility requirements for paging services. All
participants were afforded opportunity to submit written exceptions and present oral
argument on the Interim Draft Decision; all participants waived the right to present oral
argument.

Pursuant to Notice dated June 26, 1995, the Department continued the hearing
in this matter to July 27, 1995. The scope of that hearing was consideration of whether
cellular carriers, Specialized Mobile Radio (SMR) providers, Personal Communication
Service (PCS) providers and Enhanced Mobile Radio Service (ESMR) providers are
eligible for mutual compensation.

The Department issued a Second Draft Decision in this docket on September 1,
1995, addressing wireless mutual compensation issues for all wireless services, Le.
paging service, cellular service, Specialized Mobile Radio (SMR) service, Personal
Communication Service (peS) and Enhanced Mobile Radio Service (ESMR). Pursuant
to Notice, all parties and intervenors were afforded opportunity to file written exceptions
and to present oral argument on the Second Draft Decision. All participants waived the
right to present oral argument..

III. POSITIONS OF PARTICIPANTS

A. THE SOUTHERN New ENGLAND TELEPHONE COMPANY (SNET)

SNET proposes to limit eligibility for mutual compensation to those service
providers licensed by the FCC pursuant to the terms, conditions and qualifications
prescribed by the FCC rules, Parts 22 or 90. SNET further limits the universe of eligible
participants to those that own and operate a switching facility that exchanges both
originating and terminating local voice/data calls with SNET. 3 SNET states that the

2 On May 16, 1995, Paging Network, Inc. objected to the Motion because it did not consider the rights and
involvement of paging carriers in this proceeding. Specifically, the paging carriers were not afforded
the opportunity to file rebuttal testimony.

3 Such a limitation would exclude paging services from mutual compensation, because the paging terminal
is not a switching facility. OCC states that traffic sent to aLEC, CLEC or cellular provider is terminated
on the paging provider's transmission network. According to OCC, pagers also incur termination costs
regardless of whether their facility is designated as a switching facility. Collins Testimony, p. 6.
Message Center Beepers (MCB) argues that SNET's requirements for qualification for mutual
compensation based upon access to operator services and E911 capability are irrelevant and
unfounded. MCB maintains that wireless paging carriers are entitled to mutual compensation as any
other FCC licensed commercial mobile radio service (CMRS) wireless provider. Jubon Rebuttal
Testimony, p. 2. Paging Network, Inc. likewise disagrees with the SNET proposal and states that
SNET limits compensation to wireless carriers in artificial and inequitable ways by requiring the
operation of a switching facility which both originates and terminates local calls with SNET. Jackson
Testimony, p. 8.
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WCP provides compensation to wireless carriers at a level that is commensurate with
the costs incurred by the interconnected provider to terminate a local call. According to
SNET, the concept of mutual compensation assumes a co-carrier relationship between
SNET and the interconnected .network provider where there is a mutual exchange of
traffic between the respective parties and shared public interest responsibilities such as
E911.

B. OFFICE OF CONSUMER COUNSEL (OCC)

oce states in its limited submission that all providers of wireless services,
irrespective of the basis for their licensing authority, should be compensated as co­
carriers in every instance where they terminate incoming telecommunications traffic.
OCC, therefore, makes no distinction in its eligibility requirements among paging
service providers, cellular service providers. commercial mobile radio service providers,
specialized mobile radio service providers or personal communications services
providers, arguing that all should be considered co-carriers. According to OCC, the
FCC has specifically concluded that wireless carriers are co-carriers. not customers,
and are rightfully entitled to be treated as such in the network. Collins Testimony, p. 5.

C. MESSAGE CENTER BEEPERS (MCB)

Mca argues that all FCC licensed CMRS providers are entitled, by FCC order
(Second Report and Order of Docket No. 93-252, In the Matter of Implementation of
Sections 3(0) and 332 of the Communications Act) to mutual compensation for handling
interstate traffic. MCa suggests there is no reasonable basis for differentiating between
the responsibilities of CMRS firms in transporting interstate traffic and intrastate traffic
that would support different treatment by this Department. MCS, therefore,
recommends that eligibility requirements for mutual compensation for transporting
intrastate traffic be no different from those used by the FCC for interstate traffic.
Furthermore, MCa proposes that wireless service providers be compensated by, and
provide compensation to, other local providers using a set of rate elements common to
all local service providers irrespective of whether they are wireline-based or wireless­
based service providers. Jubon Testimony, p. 15.

E. PAGING NETWORK, INC. (PAGENET)

Pagenet suggests in its submissions that paging services providers originate and
terminate communications traffic in a manner that mirrors the services provided by
LECs, CLECs, cellular services providers and others. Pagenet contends that whether a
call is terminated on a wireline network or anyone of a number of alternative wireless
networks, it is still by definition a call. Therefore, by such an accepted definition, paging
services providers are rightfully entitled to compensation for the. termination on their
paging networks of calls originated on any other provider's network. Pagenet maintains
that SNET's specific Plan purposefully limits compensation to wireless carriers by
imposing artificial qualifications and inequitable treatment of market participants.
Specifically, Pagenet objects to any requirement that an eligible party operate a
switching facility which both originates and terminates local calls with SNET. According
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to Pagenet, the requirement to both originate and terminate local voice/data calls with
SNET is extremely prohibitive and may unfairly exclude paging carriers from receiving
fair compensation for the costs incurred by it for terminating call traffic placed to its
network. Pagenet argues that paging services providers should be appropriately
compensated for the functions they provide on both a technical and equitable basis.
According to Pagenet, it is discriminatory for SNET to unilaterally exclude paging
services from compensation by imposing artificial requir~ments. Jackson Testimony,
pp.7-9.

F. NEXTEL COMMUNICATIONS, INC. (NEXTEL)

Nextel describes itself as a "digital mobile telephone and alphanumeric
messaging services" provider in Connecticut. According to Nextel, such services are
provided via use of Nextel facilities and interconnection with the Public Switched
Telephone Network. Nextel also provides dispatch services that employ wireless
technologies and make no use of public switched network services. Nextel operates
under authority granted it by the FCC pursuant to Specialized Mobile Radio licenses
issued under the terms, conditions and qualifications of Pt. 90 of FCC rules. Nextel
Written Exceptions to Interim Draft Decision, pp. 1-2.

Nextel submits that the FCC has purposefully preempted state and local
regulation of LEC interconnection to CMRS providers. According to Nextel, the FCC
ruled that as part of the terms of reasonable interconnection, LECs must provide mutual
compensation to CMRS providers, including compensation to such providers for all calls
terminated on their network. .La., pp. 8-10. Nextel suggests that these actions by the
FCC will limit the scope of any independent action that this Department might consider
or impose upon the participants.

G. LITCHFIELD ACQUISITION CORPORATION (LITCHFIELD)

Litchfield Acquisition constructs its submission in this proceeding upon the
implicit conclusion that some form of compensation is appropriate between LECs and
cellular services providers. However, Litchfield does not pursue the question of
whether interconnected network providers other than cellular services providers are
equally entitled to compensation. Furthermore, Litchfield suggests that a compensation
plan must promote the fundamental legislative goals of reasonable and affordable
telecommunications services. To this end, Litchfield advocates three principles for
pricing the interchange of traffic:
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First. each carrier should bear the costs of providing service from and to
its users to the point of carrier network interconnection. Second, prices
charged. if any, should reflect the costs incurred by each carrier in
terminating traffic origin~ted on the other carrier's system. The costs of
the landline incumbent local carrier function [serve] as a reasonable
surrogate for the costs of the cellular system. Third, compensation should
be mutual. Because the cellular carrier pays the landline carrier charges
for completing the traffic from the cellular network then the landline carrier
should pay cellular carriers when landline customers make calls that are
completed on the cellular system.

Mounsey Testimony, pp. 2-3.

Litchfield, therefore, asserts that, contrary to SNET's contention, there is no
technical reason why interconnection between wireline and wireless carriers should be
handled any differently between different local wireline carriers. According to Litchfield,
wireline, wireless and, in the future, pes providers should all be treated equally as they
all interconnect in the same way and all provide a common carrier service within local
service areas. k,1., p. 3.

H. SPRINGWICH CELLULAR LIMITED PARTNERSHIP (SPRINGWICH)

Springwich defines mutual compensation as an administrative mechanism
through which co-carriers compensate each other for terminating each other's traffic.
Furthermore, Springwich suggests that mutual compensation is necessary to facilitate
competitive development. However, for compensation to be "mutual," Springwich
believes that co-carriers must offer to compensate each other at the same rate for the
same component of service provided by the other party. In this way, according to
Springwich, both carriers will have adequate incentive to fulfill their responsibilities in
the most efficient manner possible. Separately, Springwich submits that
wirelessllandline mutual compensation need not necessarily be set at the same level or
employ the same pricing structure as mutual compensation between competitive
landline service providers; however, Springwich strongly recommends to the
Department that the structures and level of wirelessllandline mutual compensation be
configured in such a way as not to promote bypass of the landline network. Mangini
Testimony, pp. 3-4.

I. BELL ATLANTIC NYNEX MOBILE (BELL ATLANTIC)

Bell Atlantic asserts that the discussion presented in this proceeding about the
need for and use of a mutual compensation mechanism is tacit recognition by the
industry and the regulatory community that the responsibility for effectuating completion
of a call from origination to termination will be a shared responsibility of many providers
-- each of whom will incur a certain element of cost in performing its respective
responsibilities. According to Bell Atlantic, mutual compensation is generally
considered to be the manner by which each network participant is compensated for its
network contribution to the termination of telecommunications messages. Bell Atlantic
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asserts that under a preferred mutual compensation plan, each carrier would be fairly
compensated for the use of its network to complete the call. Mullin Testimony, p. 3.

Bell Atlantic criticizes SNET's Plan for proposing to compensate wireless carriers
only for a relatively narrow category of telecommunications traffic, i.e. calls which
originate on SNET's network and are delivered to a wireless carrier by SNET on Type II
- Land to Mobile access facilities. According to Bell Atlantic, this represents an
extremely limited subset of all communications traffic between carriers and fails to
adequately recognize the level of expense incurred by the interconnected carriers in
supporting other types of communications traffic. Specifically, Bell Atlantic argues that
the Plan fails to offer compensation to wireless carriers for any call delivered to the
wireless carrier by SNET (1) over Type I Access facilities; (2) over Type II Access
facilities, but using another interexchange carrier (IXC) to carry the interexchange
portion of the call; and (3) over Type II Access facilities originating from CLEGs. Bell
Atlantic argues that the Plan constitutes a purposeful exclusion by SNET of a significant
amount of traffic terminated by wire~ss carriers, thereby compounding any inequity
presented by SNET's proposed mutual compensation plan. kt., pp. 4-6.

IV. DEPARTMENT ANALYSIS

A. INTRODUCTJON

In its January 11, 1995 Decision in Docket No. 94-08-02, the Department
directed SNET to develop and present to this Department for consideration a mutual
compensation plan. The Department also directed SNET to continue its discussions
with the various wireline and wireless carriers and ultimately address in its proposal, to
the extent possible, the respective needs and concerns of the affected providers.
January 11,1995 Decision, p. 22. On March 31,1995, SNETfiled with the Department
in Docket No. 94-10-02, a proposed mutual compensation plan for wireless carriers.

The proposed Plan offered by SNET is purposefully designed to mirror the
proposed wireline compensation structure and access charge structure also submitted
by SNET in Docket No. 94-10-02. SNET Wireless Mutual Compensation Plan, p. 2.
SNET acknowledges that some differences in the manner in which wireless carriers
functionally and technically interconnect with the SNET switched network result in a
less than perfect cost match with interconnections between wireline carriers. SNET is
of the opinion, however, that application of the same criteria for mutual compensation to
wireless carriers as proposed for the CLEGs in Docket No. 94-10-02 is appropriate.
SNET also contends that the rate to be paid to wireless carriers for traffic terminated on
their network should be the same rate as that imposed on CLECs, unless the individual
companies agree on a different rate. Fawcett Testimony, p. 2.


